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/This study is an initial effort to describe and analyze-the instruc-,

FOREWORD

tional television services (ITV) provided by public.television stations t

schools throughout the country. It also begins, o analyze the relationships'

between the,schoolt and the stations.

It is hoped that the findings reported herein will assist school ad-

ministr,ators and the managementApf public television stations in examining

the types and scope of services which the stations provide to the schools.

The study was begun in December, 1974 by Natan Katzman-and.Peter Spain

under the jOint auspices of the Educative Services Department of the Public

BrAadcasting Services and the Infortmation Systems and Educational Activities

Offices of. the Cdrporation For Pytblic Brgadcasting. This final report has

been prepared by Dr. Peter J. 1U4

41
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1. INTRODUCTION

PURPOSE

Since the mid 1950v, when educations} television first
a A

,
4I

went on the air, many stations have been providing instructional services fOr
G.

. ,

elementaty and secondary lochools within their viewing areas. Some

of those services are based upon needs stated by the constituencies

served. Others are based upon a tradition of offering services such

as utilization services and printed materials. It has been known for

some time that the quantity and quality of thosefservices vary greatly

from station to station.

This study will provide baseline data which will enable Management

of public television stations*and school administrators (as well as
0

other national agencies involved in public television) to examine the.

instructional services which are provided by public television stations

to schools within theithroadcast ateas0 It attempts tp gain or add to

knowledge already available. on questions such as, "Is there a relation-

ship between instructional services offered and the type of public

television station.or its primary source of Xunding?" "What are the

specific Cervices othl than' broadcasting prpgrams which the stations"

provide to the schools?"
OP

It is expected that the data gathered through thiseffOrt will

provide a baseline against which to measure changes which* migHtttake
_ .

plate in instructional television services. Therefore, in addition to

serving management of public-television stations and school administrators,

this study should assist researchers in future years.
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In November of 1974, each public television irceniee (141) in

each of the,50 states was sent a questionnaire concerning

instructional television services. At that time, there were More

than 200 public television stations In the country bUt in some-
'

, ,

instances, 2 or tore stations were licensed to a single licensee.

In'those instances, only one questionnaire was s,ent to the licensee.

The questionnaires were followed up,approximately..2'weekS later

by a personal telephone call to the instructional television director'
o

-of hiwoounterpart at each licenseelhe telephone interviewer asked

the respondent each of the questions. The respondent had been'alerted

to the telephone call and inmost instances, Was prepared to*answer-

the questions with specific information. The responses were recorded

by the telephone interviewer. In those instances where the respondent

.

was unable to ,provide information, he was.requeSted to forward it by

\

mail within the following week. Of the 141 licensees interviewed,' 118

(8%) proyided data which are included in the results presented.in this

report. The responses from the remaining 23 licensees either (a) indi-

cated that they did not pfovide instructional programming for grades

K-12 (10),or (b) pfovided insufficient information to be included in

the tabulations for this report (13). The 23 cases were dropped frod

data analysis: However, dsa result of fukther follow-up with those

licensees who provided. insufficient data, information was finally ob-

tained in 10 of the 13 ,cases. Those cases are reported 'in Appendix C.

J.



/C. LIMITATIONS .

/.

7-, N.*".

After the data had been feceived'and analysis was b.egun4"several

limitations to this study becaMe'apparent' The primary limitation,

aid one which needs to-be corrected prior fuither Studies, dealt

with the terminology used in the questionnaire. Terms such as "Formal

Agreement", '+"Informal. Agreement", "nuMberof.SchOdls"; ' mary Source

of Riding ", ;and others need to be clearly defined at thd'tim when the

-questions are asked: I

Relatedly,the categories'identifying "type of stet o were11

ambiguous in a few instances. Some stations indicated that , although

they were university based, they provided network-type services. Assd,gn--

ing such stations to either "Netwotku or "University" category was Some-:

what arbitrary,' based'upon the best judgment of the reSearchet, (See

information in Appendix B.)

has extended. Since the final data analysis las,..taken place 12 months

after the initial data gathering, some of the. data may already, be but of

date. Even with this time lag, the data represent the most,.current

effort'in this area..

D. DATA ANALYSIS

In the following section, the data are,presented in raw form and in

frequencies. In a dition,.severa1 categories have 'Oen Subjected to dross

tabulation analysis. The statistical package for the social sciences
A

(SPSS) Was use l'or all data analyses.

Frequenc distributions,show the absolute and relative distribution

among the se eral categories (values) of each variable.

10
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Cross tabulation analysis indicates whether or not a:relationship

exists betyeen the variables. The,percentages in each cell point toward

:. .

'the'relationshp. In order to determine whether the relationship is
.

' /
statistically si nificant, the data were subjected to the follqwing.tests:

chi-square, Cramer V, and contingency coefficient.

Chi-square is a testlof significant' difference. It.helps to deter-

. mine whether a systemati5 relationship exists between two variables: This
. ,

igdone by computing the cell frequencies which would be expected if no
i

relationship were present between the variables and comparing those cell

1

(

c frequencies to the actual values found in the table. If no relationship

exists, any deviations from the expected vallies will be small and

reasonably'expected due 'to chan6. However,\large deviations (a high

chi-square score) imply that 4 systematic relationship of some sort exists

Petween the variables. Chi-square helps to determine whether a relation-
,

0

ship exists. does'not measure the strengtW\of lhat:relationship.

Cranierts V is a modifiedIVersion of ;phi, which measures the strength

of a relationship. It takes on a value of 0 when no r lationshiR exists

and a value of +1 when the variables are perfectly rel

Actual computations are provided oply in i stances were statistical

significance was indicated..

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

The findings of'this study are presented in detail i ithe following

,
1

chapter. However, for the convenience of the reader, the major findings.

are summarized at this point'.

Most licensees provide programming for grades K-12 (9 %). 'Forty,-eight,

percent provide college level programming in addition to'K programming.

4
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Most of the respondents provide additional services" besides the

broadcasting of instructional programs.. Seventy-nine percent provide

printed materials; 69% provide trhnical 'consultation; 63% provide utili-

zation services; 22% provide technical maintenance. Almost ore third

A make programs available in alternat v 'formats: (,g. cassettes'and

films).

The licensees' relationships with the se ols which they serve

O

)

often reflect the types of stations which they are and:their primary

sources of funding. "Community -based licensees are deeply involved with'

the schools'and receive a major portion of the funding
.
for the instiuc-

tional services from the schools. ,University-based licensees receive

less of their operating budgets from instructional piigramming.and there-

fore tend to provide fewer additional services to the schools". - -

.r7

Fifty-six percent of the licen1ees do mot'charge a "per student,"

. rate or failed to reportwhat those rates are.

The licensees indicated a wide range of involvement by schodl personnel

in program selection-and a substantialsbut somewhat lower involvement in

scheduling decisions.

o

i2 4
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II. THE FINDINGS

fWirty-i'Our categorital variables'were examined during. the course

of the study. In addition, data were. tabulated to. indicate the total

.number of school districts, gchoolS, and studentS served by the instruc-
.

tiopal rvices of.thote respondents who provided such informa-
l.

tion.

For the .purpqbe of thi6 repoA, the data wit,be provided in two
i . ,

,

. ..

stage .-la.) frequency distributions, and (b) cross tabulation analyses.
.

'7-- .

:FRE Y DISTRIBUTIONS

Type of.statio

Four 'categories.were provided: 'StateNetwork,/.University, Community

.e based, qchool'Board. -Thefrequency distribution among the four categorieS

is as follows:

. ToialTUftiverse '-. 'This Study

Absolgte.' Relative Absolute-
CATEGORY LABEL ' Freq. (PCT) ''. Freq.

. ,.

.

STATE NETWORK ' 26 1'.11 "22
...

:"UNIVERSITY .45 31.9 35 ,

commuNiTy , 36..9 ;-414 ,

.,_.

5eHOOL BOARD 18 12.7 17

_ TOTAL 141 100.0 ,gl18

Table 1
Frequency Distribution -

Type of Station
. .

Relative.
(PCT)

18.6
N .

29.7

P.3 .,

, 114.1r ...,

'''100.0 414

1..

/

' 4,
. I .

.

.

Zote: The distribution of respon-sesty type-of station para 4lsy

the distribution of
0,.

the total universe of licensee by type
, -.' ...

. ,
. /

of. station.

13

" .
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2. Provides Instructional Programs'

The respondents were asked to identify the grade levels -for which e

they provide instructional programs: `KA-12, K-12 and higher,-Only above

Grade 12. (Respondents who indicated they did not provide instructional

.programming [10] were dropped at this point,) The results are as follows:

CATt00Pv LAUrL

Yes K7,12..

r- 1;' & T'p

Only Over 12

Pselative
Absolute Freq.
Freq. (PCT)

(;0. 50.11:

57 hr,.3

1 0.9

TOTAL 11k1 1Q0.0

'Table 2
Frequency Distribution-

Provides Instructional Programs

3. Sources of Instructional. Programs

The respondents were asked to indidatethe extent to which they

'relied upon PBS and other sources for the instructional programs whichl

they provided. The overwhelming majority (89.8%) indicated that they

relied upon PBS and other sources. Only 1.7% rely solely upon PBS and

8.5% rely solely upon non-PBS sources. (See !I:ble 3 for Frequency

Distributions.) \\

A further analysis of the responses to this qrstlori indicated that

majority of the resp9ndents who used sources other than PBS used

\.
ational Instructional Television7Agency for Instructibnal Televiiion (NIT/AIT)

4
and. Great Plains National Instructional Television Library (GPN). Large'numberS

also used Western Instructional Television {WIT) and Eastern Educational
t

Network (EEN). Many relied on other local agencies (e.g, other stations,



State Education Department Libraries) for additional programming.

It is apparent from the:'' responses to this question that most

licensees turn to a variety of sources. for instructional programming.

Readers who are interested in more specific information relative to

sdhrte9 of instructional programming are referred to the CPB report,

Public Television Program Content: 1974.

LA 10'. L.:

role1y 777i:1

Pi)!.' and Otl''ers

^n1,r

Pren.
!nrT'

1.7

q.5

M1-)le

Prenlency nistriution
ni;rce-, of Instr,Jctionll nr-s

4. Provides Programs'in Other Formats

One question focused On the impact which video technology is having

I

on the ways in'whidh the licensees disseminate instructional programming.

1

It was found that,1/3-of the licensees are distributing pro 'tramming in

formats other than broadcast. Video cassette azfd film account for most

.
\

of the alternative distribution (22.9%). . (See Appendix D for\specific

r"A7-..q0FY LA:1-L

I a -0

Absolute
Freq.

On

Relative
Freq(PCT)

/7,

Yes , Non-specific 1
n.

i
'

7lectrony
(ITFS/CATV)

ne)

r,. ry

-At.
.1

inn.o.
0..

Pr(Sinrrn, s4 1

C'tj

V

"0.



5." Agreements for Instructional Programs

` This question provided major problems for the raeearahbva and

the responden The term "Agreement" was not sufficiently defiried'

in adv'ance to cilitgte valid regponses. 'For instanCe, if instru
. -

tional services were mandated by,state'legislation, the respOndent

might be inclined to answer "no" to the quest,ion.. Ho4ever, by the

very nature of legislation, it can be maintained that is an

agreeMent (mandated) between the broadcasting Agency and the schools.

1

Therefore, in the pasep where the services,were gov4ad by.Iegislation.

/
and/or Department Of-Education agreements, it was inferred that agree-

. *41

ments existed between the.licensee and the schools. -Final determiftatton
- -

1

in instances where questions existed fell to the best 40gment of the

researcher.
.

.%
Within those limitations, the following findings are presented:

CATEGORY LABEL

Relative
Absolute Freq..
Freq. :(PCT)

No 6 5.1

Yes

. ,

1.12 o4 8. .

TOTAL 118 f-(577-0

Table,. 5

Freqirency Distribution
-Agreements for Instruetfonal PrograN,s

Further analysis of the data indicated that 62 (53%) o1' those hling

agreements 'indicated that the agreements were with local districts and 30

(25%) indicated that they live with state or local departments of education:

The remaining were unspecified.

I
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10'

A
Formal Agreement or Law i

. ,

\

1 .

The respondents were asked to indicate whether they operated under

s.. !

formal, agreement's or laWiii providing their instructional services-. Here

again, there was e great deal of -confusion over terminology. More than

85% of the respondents that their instructional services were

provided under formal agreements or under,a wtate or local law.

CA']EGORX' LABELL

No

Absolute
Prto;

17

yes -, 101.
TOTAL 118

\Table 6
Frequency Distribution

Formal Agreements

Relative
Freq.
'(PCT)

14.4

85.6
100.0

Attempts were made to analyze further the data in order to determine

the sources of those formal agreements. HOwever; because of a lack of

precision in terminology and because of the existence of, overlapping

agreements further.anal sis yielded no additional helpful information.

7. Number CT School Districts Under Formal Agreements,
IR

The" data. in Table 7 loincluded as eStimatet provided the

licensees. However, it must be kept'in mind that these data cannot be

.1

considered reliable tptals since the terminology used to describe

"formal agreements" may'havP been-Inisleading to the respondents.' Addi-
.

tionally, many respondents were unable to provide. specific information

concerning numbers of school districts.

Number Responding "None" 24

Estimated* Number,of School Districts for other 94 licensees 5%826,

Table 7
Estimated Number of Districts

Under Formal Agreements

4
*Estimates provided by licensees.

7



8. Number of .Schools' Under Formal Agreements

In this category a/so, the data tend td be.thisleading. 28.8% of

the respondents did not reply to,this question. Among those who did

respond, there,were indications of confusion concerning the number of

school bu4ding6.

Again, the data are offered as "estimate" figures.in the-hopa

that they may be'helpful in designing tuture studies.

Number Nod Responding

7,

314

Estimated* Number of Sliools 'forother 84 licensees 33,230

Table 8 -
Es imated Number of SOools

Under Formal A4.0-gpment
*Estimates nrowide by licensees.

.fl

9. Number of tudents Under Formal Agreements

It is with gr at hesItation:that the researcher includes the

estimates of the

The same problems

bers of students who are udder formal agreement.

and liabilities which are iriherent in the two previous

' 0

tables also appl to Table 9.

Number Not Responding 29

Estimated *Number of Students for other 89 licensees

Table
Estimated Number

Under Formal
*Estimates provided by licensees.

,Persons who might use these data for future reference are urgIci-tF--

9
of Students'
Agreements

18 ,1714 ,367

bear in mind the limitations which have been included in their .ae'rivation.

0.

, I

Grade Levels ,Covered Under Formal Agreements

Since almost 1/4*of all respondents did not reply to the question

concerning formal agreements, it is not surprising that an equal number
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did not reply to the question concerninglkrade levels covered under

formal agreements. However, most of those who responded to'this

question indicated that they proAded programming froM Kindergarteri

through twelfth grade. Almost 10%, prcivide college level programmi,ng

-4
in addition to the K-12 programming. Twelve, licensees (1061%) indi-

cated that the highest level of'programming which they provided was

6th, 8th, or 69th grade.

, It might be noted that there are apparent discrepancies between

the 'data in Tables 2 and 10. Howevet,-a close look at the questions

will disclobe that one question deals with the level of prOgrams provided

by the licensee (Table 2) and the other question deals with the-grade

levels included under for:Mal agreements (Table 10). It would seem that

substantial'numbe f' stations provide-K-12 programming outside the i,

structure of formal agreements with the schools.

Lowest Level

No Answer

-Kindergarten

First

Highest Level

No Answer

6-9

Twelfth

College

to.

Absolute' Relative

Freq.. Freq. (FCfl.

a

28 23.7

86 72.9

u 3.4

.

F 27 22.9

12 10.1

68 57.6

11 9.3

Table 10

Frequency Distribution
Grade Levels Under Formal Agreements

19
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11. InformAl Agreements

The data indicate that most of the Stations rely heavily:Upon

formal agreements in their relationships with the schools. More than

3/4 responded that they di& not have informal agreements. Most of

those who do have informal agreements have them with local school

diitricts.

The combined number of licensees claiming to have. informal agree-
. .

) , A .

ments (29 -see Table 11) and formal agreements (101 -see Table 6) exceeds

the total number of licensees knoWn to have agreements of any type

see Table 5). This overlapping reflects the fact that some licensees

functiOn with both formal and informal agreements.

None

With local schools 18 15.3

Absolute Relative
Freq.: Freq. (PCT)

R9 75.14

With ';other" 11 9.2
'TOTAL 118 100.0

Table 11
#requency,Distribution

Inforhal Agreements

12. Number of School Districts; Schools, and Students Under.Ifi-
formal Agreements

The d'Afn this category areas questionable as the data presente
ti

in the parallel categories dealing with formal tigreements. However, it

is felt that they should be presented (with all the limitations in mind)

in-the hope that they might be helpful in designing future studies.

20

0 /

0

FI



Number Vespondi4g Total

schO4j Dit6t/ri.qt5. 21 1,803,*

8choo9_s 8 3,554**

) Student 16 3,544,342**

Estimated*Number

*Eetimates provid
'.

Table 12 . .

School Districts, SChoote and St dents
der Informal Agreements

d by licensees. **These figure are i
addition to th se in
TOles 7, 8, 9

13. Grade Level 'Under Informal Agreements

An analysis of t o lowest,and..highest g ade levels ofprogilamming

. .

provided under inform 1\1 agreeMents indicated 'that the dist j..butilon was
.

4

similar to the distributioAiln under formal agreements,
e 'V

-expected, significantly more respondents did not answer this question

since many of them do not function under in ormal, agreements.

14. Agreement Agencies'Provide Fundin

As might be

The respondents were asked whether or n t the agencies covered

by formal or informal agreements provided fu ding for the instructional
. ./

A 3

Arl.i4ces. Fewer than 1070 Of the respondents ndicatedthat the/ did,

not g fundiA.from the agencies.which-they s rved. Eightyz-six percent

i-ndicatedthat they did receive such funding. Seven percent did not

respond to the question.
I ,

Absolute , Relative
Freq. (PUT)

No 8 6.8

.

Yes 102 . 86.4-

No Answer 8 6.8

DOTAL 118

b/e 14'

Frequenc Alistribution
Agency Funding

100.0
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15. Per Studeht Rates

More than half of the stations did not respond to this question,

11

many because they do-n4D-Lcharge a headcount "membership" fee. Of'the

52 (44.1%) reported per student rates, 19 (37%) indicated a per student

rate of $1.00 to $1.49, and 13 (25%1) indicated 4 rate of $.50 or

.50-or Less

.51 to .99

Absolute
Freq.

13

6

Relative
Frei.
(P-CT)

5.1

Adjusted
Freq.
(PCT)

25.0

112.t

1.p0 to 1.49 19- 16.1

1,50 to 1.99 10 8.5 19.0

2.00 or Mote
3.4 7.0

No Answer 66 55.9

TOTAL .118 100.0 100.0
r)

Table 15
Freclitency Distribution

Per Student Rates,

16. Other SoUrCes of- Funding

Mapy public television-licenseesidepend on source

collected-from contracting agencies to support the inat.

provided., Table 16 indicates that just under half of

thee" than fees

onal services

e respondents

rely on various.additional sources of-funding'. A further analysis of

those responses indicated that the dependence was equally distributed over
0

station suppbrt, state and county sources, Id grants.

Absolute Relative
Freq. Freqt

(PCT)

None 48 40.7

Various: 58 49.2'

No 12 10.1
-TOTAL- 11P, 100.0

Table 16
Frequency-Distribution
Other Sources of. Funding

22



- 16 -

-17,7 percentage of Station Budgets
.11

Inttruct"ional programming receives different priority at different

stations. In this study,' the respondents indicated that the iestruc-'

tional budget represented, between one and one hundrred percent of the

total station budget. While almost 1/4 of the respondentss did not.

reply to this question, those who did respond indicated that instruc-

tional services usually represented less than 50% of the total station

budget. Those who did not respondiMost often indicated that they did not

have access to the information or that the station budget was not broken

down in such a way as to provide the information.

Absolute Relati,vd- Adjusted
Fr q., Freq. Freq.

(PCT) (PCT)
. ,,

,1:ti) 24 Percent .40- / 33.9 .45.0'

-25 to 49 Percent 28 2.I'!7 ''' 31.4

50 to 74 Percent 11 9.3 12.4

T5 to 100 Percent ,
10 8.5 11.2

No Answer 29
TOTAL f~ '18

24.6
100.0

Table 17
Frequency Distributibn7

Percentage of Station_tudget,

,

18. Prime FUnding Source

An effort was mede,to categorize the licensees according to the

primary sources of funding for their instructional services. While

only partially su:Cpssful (due pri aridly to a lack of precise terminology),

the,data yielded may prove helpful, in Future studies.

23
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No Answer

Legislature

State/DOE

Loctl

Regional

Distr.

(e.g. rr,AssociationS)

niver ity

\ TOTAL

Absollte
Freq.

2

8
S

Relative
Freq..
(PC7 ) c

1.7

6.8

25 21.2

46 39.0

5.9

'30 2,5.4
118 100.0

Table 18 °

Frequency Distribution,
Primary Source of Funding for Instructional \Servic s

I can be seen -f the categories finally chosen
.

' -
For initance, the Stateoverlap among the categories.

-Education ultimat ly reviyes its funding from the legi

t at there is

epartment.of

lature. For

thiS reaso0,some Of:fthe data are questionable and shO ld be'used:only

as estimate.

19. Sou ces

Selection of

'In. the pioneer],

_might have been,d

seldom the case to

numbers of persons...functioning as

0
o Programming Decisions

\

p ogramming to be broadcast is not a simple matter.

dirs'of instructional television, such decisions

legated to an individual or an office. Such is

day. -Programming deCisions usually 'involve large

individuals or n committee.

This study sought to identify the person, office, or group which

shares the responsibilit

structure.

for programming decisions within each licensee

24
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Committees (Advisory, Curriculum,
Teacher, Combinations)

State Personnel 7 5.9

No Answer 4 6

Total 118'

Table 19
Frequency Distribution

Sources of Programming Decisions
.

Absolute ' Relat
Freq. Freq. ( CT)

105 88 9

5.

100.0

As canbe seen from Table 19, an overwhelming majority of the

-

respondents indicated that the decision making process involved combine-

ergons. Advisory committees play.a prominent role the

process:- It should be noted, however, that the ultimate responsibility

of seeing that the regulations of the Federal Communications Commission

I

are followed remains.the responsibility of the licensee and its dlegated.;

personnel. 6

20. Sources of Scheduling Decisions
.,

In contrastrto the process of program decision making, soiled ling

decisions are,usually centered within the structureeof the licens e

itself. Mare than'half of the respondentaindicated that station personnel

are directly-responsible for making scheduling decisions.

Absolute.
Freq.

-

Relative
Freq. (PCT)-

Statiop Persannel°
.,

66 55.- 9

Advisory Cammittee 20 16.9

State Pers onnel
. . 4 3.4

Other (incl. combinations),
?.6 -22.0

'No Answer--* 2 1.7
TOTAL 118 100.0

Table' 20
Frequency Distribution

Sources of Scheduling Decisions
25
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21. Timetable for Programming Decisions

The respondents vere asked to indicate when firiardecisions were

made relative to programm$41g for the school year (i,6. far programsv

which would,be broadcast, starting September). At most stations, those
.t

decisiona are made well before the end of the school 'year', most during

the-months' of March, April or Maypreceding the broadcast date:,

Absolute Relative
Freq. Freq.. (PCT)

FA A '

No Answer
7 - Cell

- : 5-.9

16 13.6

70
. 59.i

21 .17.8,,

June4.Augp.st

ch -May

December-February

Novem1Ter or..Before

TOTAL 118 :

Table 21
Frequency Distribution

Timetable for 'Progig.mming Decisions`_

22. 'Timetable for Scheduling Decisions

Therespondents were also asked to indicate the timetable for
41

decisions relative to scheduling the programs for Septembeit'play dates.

Here again, most of the licensees indicated that thOse, decisions were

>

made airing March, April,-or May.

No Answer

June-August
o

,March-May

becemb'er-F6bruary

'Absolutg Relative
Freq. Freq. (PCT)

8 , 6.8

17 14'. 4

73 61.9

17 14.4

November-Befare 3 ti
2.5

118TOTAL

Table 22
Frequency Distribution

Timetable for. Schedulirig Decisions
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23. ation Serv2ces

In addit on to broadcasting.instructional,programs many lice ees

-*
provide additional servicis to the schools. AlmOst 2/3 prNi:de iliza-

tion services. Those serves range from occasional contacts w th schools
CI

to systematiC programs of inservice educatiOn. There is nb indication of

the number of instances where utilization:servides not provided by

licenpeerare provided bra parallel agency such as the state department

of education.

An att'eMpt'was made o/determine- the numbers of persons proViding ,

utilii0ion services f of of the licensees. Howetet, because of the
. [ 4

-gomplexrelationshipbstweensori
7
'state department

education or a un er$dty it often was not-clear wh ther the tion

services are:proVid the licensee, 6/. by some'other:aiency closely

affiliated with the censee. This was especially true in thecases
.

network licensees,, some of which were actually an arm of the department

of

of education. Therefore, data concerning the `numbers of persons providing

ut'lization services' were not tab la ed.

Absolute
Freq.

'Relative
Freq.(PCT)s

Yes 714 6.7

No 104 37.3
TOTAL 118 1 100.0

-*Table 23
FrequeAcy Distribution
Utilizatdon Services

7
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,24. Prtnted Materials,

Mor than 3/4 of the licensees pr vide printed aterials for, the

instru ional series which they broa cast.

tThe eonfusion surrounding spec fication of utilizat on services

aa.so applied to, the area of printed materials. Fti=example, were the

_licensees to respond in the affirma iv-if printed information was

provided by the state department of ,education or the prod4ction ,agency?

.Ther o analysis was made of the data in respTise to the

question cerning the nu er of program series for which printed mate-.

rials are p ovided..

25. Technical Maintenance Services.

/
Fewer than 1/4,.(5f the licensees provide services for techni41

maintenance of televitriion equipment in the schools.

Yes

No
TOT

Absolute Relative
Freq. Freq. (PCT)

26

92
118

22.0
11 4

78.0
100.0

Table 25
Frequency Distribution

Technical Maintenance Services

2S



In thOdt.inetances where such ,services are provided, they are -

frequently related to the maintenance'pf specialized equipment such

. ,

master antenna systems or ITFS

26; Technidal Consultation Services

More than 2/3 of the licensees provide technical consultation

services. In most instances, this amounts to an engineer responding

to questions received over the telephone. In a few instances, however,
,

the respondent. indicated that systematic assistance was provided to

%

school districts which Were installing complex reception and/or distribu-

tion systems.

Absolute
Freq.

Relative
Freq. ,(PCT)

81 68.6.

No 37

TOTAL 118

31.4
100.0

Table 26
Frequency Distribution

Technical Consultation Services

'R
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B. CROSSTABULATIONANALYSES

In the preceding sections, frequency distributions of the responses

to the questionnaire were presented-. In this sectioh,.erosstabulation

analyses of selected variables are presented. A total of,23 analyses

Were run. In reading the crosstabulation tables, the reader is referred
4

to the key found in the upper left hand corner of each table. That key

will serve as a reminder tkiat the top numei14 in each cell represents
/

the absolute count for the cell; the second numeral represents the

relative percentage within the row; the third numeral represents the

relative perCentage within the column; and the fourth numeraiepresents'

,

the-total percentage which that cell represents among all the cells in

the grid:, /
1. Type of Station-Bi--Provides Instructional

Programs.
//<,.

PROVP6M5
COUNT T

ROW PCT IYES.K-11 Yt5.K*-12 NES.UNLY ROW
COL PCT I AND HIG ABOVE 6 TOTAL
TOT PCT I' leI , ?.1 3.I'

I wtSTA I I _' 17/ I

1. I 9 I 1.3 -°1 0 I a2
id f viORK '1 40.9) I 59.1 I 0.0 I- 18.6

I 15.0 1 2e.b 1 0.0 I

I 7.0 I 11.0 1 0.0 I

I I I ' I

2. 1 14 I '20 I 1 I 35
74-1-NIVERSITY .I 40.0 I 57.1 1 2.9 I 29.7

-T ?3.3 I/ 35.1 1 100.0 I

-1
1 11.9 i 16.9 1 O. I

-I I

3., I 24 I 2Q I 0 I 44.
t-OmMUNITY I 54.5 I 45.5 1 11..0 I 31.3

I 40.0 I 35.1 I 0.0 I

I 20.3 I-16.9 ---I
__

0.0 -I----
I I I I

l' . 4. 1 13 1 4 1 0 I

scHooLpoARO I 76.5 I 23.5 1 -0.0 I

I 21 .7 --7I 1.0 I B.0-1-

-I
11.0 I' 3.4 1 0.0

1

'COLUMN 60 , 57 118
TOTAL 50.8

Table 27
f Crosstabulation of

Type of Station -By- Provides Instructional Prograte

This crosstabulation yielded no statistical significan
1,;()

e.
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r

2. Type of Station, -By- Sources of Programming

SOURCLIDU
'11 COUNT I

_ ROW PCT !SOLELY P PUS AND ONLY NOt! ROWCOL PCT IBS. OTHERS..---IPBS- "'TOTAL'TUT PCT 1 1.1 ,.. e.I ,. 3.1 ..TYPLSTA I 1 1 --A I
1. 1 .o 1 21 1 1 1 22NETWORK I 0.0.711-95.5 -1-7 4-.-5 I-18.67

0.0 .8 1 10.0 I
I' 0.0 I 17.8 'I 0.8 1
I I I I

. I -2-1-7-:28"-"I --- 5 -35-UNIVERSITY I 5.7 I 80.0 I 14.3 ,29.7
1.100.0 '.1 2b.4 I 50.0 I
1 1.7 I 23.71 4.? I ______ ,.I ,!--r- I,-- ,

3. 1 b 1 40 I. 4 1 , 44(;OMMUNITY 1 0.0 I .90.9 1 .9.1 I .37.3
I 0'.0 A. 37.T 1 40.0 I

.." 1
0 ,,,,o .-7---73.3.-9--r 3..4 I

. 1 I
4.

I

0
I

17 1 0 17
_ _CHOOLBOARU I 0.0 .-1 I00. 0T I- 0.0 I 14.4_ __.

1---0.0
1 . 0.0 I 14.4 I 0.0 I

COLUMN 2 I 106 10 118TOTAL 1.7 -89.8-- 8.5 -100.07

Table 28
" Crosstabulatiow of

Type of Station-By7Sources of Programming

This analysis yielded no statistical significance.. that

most of the licensees use both PBS and other sources might.

be expected since most provide a variety of instructional pro-

gramming greater than any one source has available.
N

31
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3. Type of Station-BY_OtHer PrOiram Formats

COUNT
HOW PCT M, YES.NON- CASSLIL ELECTWON MULTIPLE ROWO

OTHPFURM -

COL PCT I SPECIFIE AND FILM ICCA8L,:.. TOTAL:-
-.

TOT PCT 1 10.I , 20.1. 21..1 22.1 23.1
TYPk5TA I 1 I I 7 . 1' I

1. 1 15 1 0 1 '4 .1 1 I 2 I. 22
NETWORK T 68.2- e-T-----0-..0-1--1-ar-2-71---4-:5*--I ---9.1---1-'18.6-

I 18.8 I 0.0 1 14.b I I4'.3 I, 66.7 I ,

I 12.7- I 0.0 1 . 3.4 . I 0..8 I 1.7 I

I I I I I I

2. 1 26 I, . 0- I ' 7 4 ._ I I 1 -. 17- -35 ',
UNIVERS11Y 1 74.3 ,J . 0.0 1 20.0 1 2.9 I. .2.9 . I 29.1 .,:'

I 32. I 0,0 1 25.44 I 14.3 I 33.3 1

/ N I 22.0 I .0 I 54. I IP. 1 . .

3. I- 7
- - - =I- =- - - - -I=

9 I--- .2--f--- 0--1 , ,;4--

COMMUNITY 1 ,72,7 1 2.3 ,1 .,20.5 I 4.5 I 0.0. I 37.3 4.7

I' 40.0 'I 100.0 1 33.3 I 28.6 0.0 F.

I 27.1- 1--:-0.-8---1 7.6 I.- 1.7- I---0.-0 I, 7-
_

1
I

I I 1 I

4, i / I ,- U. 1 7, I' 0 I 17
SCHOOLtIOARD_L___. 1. ' I 41.2 F 0.0 1 41.2 I 17. - 0.0 I 14,4'

II - tg.-.'80-- I

I

7-8....g 1172U' II- 4.5.(5) -13171'
-,1

'; 27
..--.7,...I

COLUmg 80 . 1 7 3. . 118
'TOTAL- 67.8 -----0,;'8-" 7-22.- 5.9.- -2;5-- 100.0_

Table 29
Crosstabulation of

Type ofStation-By-Other Program-Formats

This analysis yielded no statistical significance% How-

ever, it is interesting to note Ythat almostt half ,of the school

board licensees. provide progiams in the cassette aid/or flm

formats. When added to the number of school board licens

who provide programming throigh electronic transmission,

percentage exceeds 50%.

3 2,

n
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4. Type.of Station--By-Agreements

\
,')

AGRPOIT5
iCOUNT I

ROW CTANO YE_ AS YES,LOCA YES.ST4T YES,OTHE ROW
COL T I --- u n .s l i e r i f t x @ D I S T R I E +LOCAL R. .-TOTAL
TOT PCT I 10.1 20.1 21.1 . 22.1 23.I

1. I 1 I .i.. 6 L . I.
.. T 0 1 11 1 6 I L14 1 2, I 22

NE -7 I - . o I 0.0 k 27.3 I--63.6-1-79-::1-1-18.b-
I 1,() I 0.0 1 9.7 I 46.7 I 11.4N -I1
1 p:0 I 0.0 1 ,5.1 I 11.9 I -1.4
I---,..4. .1 1 I I 1

. 1 ''-7r- 0--1-- 13- 4I 8 I -I-7--35
UNIVERSITY I 14.3 I 0.0 'A' 37.1 I 22.9 I 25.7 I 29.1 ''

.- 1 $3.3' I 0:0 .1 ,21.0 I 26.1 I 52.9 I ,. 4
I ; 4.2 I 0.0- 1 '11.0 I . 6.8 I 7.6 I ;;'''

, -r ="17 -----1-... L--.. --71-.7 - - - - --I
3. / : . 1

.1 0 1 29 , '6 1 6 I 44
-COMMUNITY' l' 2.3 1 . 0.0 J 65.4 I 18.2 I 13.6 I 37.3

.1 16.1 I 0.0- 1 46.H' I ,4',6.7 I 35.3 .

I 0.8. I---0.ff--I--24.6- 1.- 6.8-1
1

5.--1--I--
I I ...1 v

I I . I

O. 1 0 1 *3 1. 14 I. "!- -.0 1 - 0 I- 1T
SCHOOLBOARD '

-1 0.0 1 17.6 1 82.4 I 0.0 'I 0.0: I 14.4
1 0.0 1-10-0.-07-1. ',-22.6 I 0.0, I' '0.0 I
I 0.0 I 2.5 1 11.9 i , 0.0 1 0.0 'I.

-I I' 1 I-'t. -I r'I'
COLUMN 6 -- 3 . 6? \30 __ j 17 .

, 118
'TOTAL ( 5.1 -77---2-.5- 52.5 2514- 71414----7-----.10.0.o-------:-

Enzym.=. -r144,49.45M WITH .1e DEGREES OF FRELDO 5104IFICANCE =,,,s0-.0000

CONTINGENCY COEFFJCIFNT =:--13:0704----7 ,

it

Table 30
:3.0rosstabulation of

Type of ptatiOn-.By7AgreeMen

This analysis yielded statistical signif canoe. However,

ted to exist.the relationship's are those 1.N-1i-eh might be ex

Fof stance, all the school board licensees i d cated that

they had agreements with the schools. When spe i ied, those

agreements were with local School districts. On the other

hand, most of the network licensees indicated that they function-

under agreements (or law) at the state and local department of

education level.

33
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Type of Station-By-Formal Agreement

TYPESTA

NETWORK

FORMAGRM
COUNT I

ROW PCT INO . STAE LAW DOE CONT LOCAL DI OTHER (e.g.' regional)
,COL PCT I . RACT STtl. CON ROW

TOT PCT- I 10.1 21.1'
:

22.1 23.1 24.1, TOTAL

I- r, I I ..-I I I

1, I 21 31- 10I 51 21 22

T- 9.i1 13.61 45.51. 22.71 p.11 18.5

. I 11.81 , 75,01 ,- 45.51 8.31 143.317 .

-I
1.7

I.
2.5

1
* 8 5

I 1 -1. ,-I
4,2 .1.7

I loI ca 41 151 / '6I ,35

1 28.61 0.01 11,41 42.91 17.11 29.7

I 58.81 0.01. 18.21 25.01 .',40.01

I 8.51 0.01 3.41 12.71. 5.11

,a I I 1
3. I 31 ca 81 291 , 41 44

I 6.81 0.01 18.21 ', 65.91 9. I ;37)3

I 17.61 0.01 36:41 48.31 . 26 1 .

I '2.51 0.01 6.81.. 24.61 , 3.31

- 1 I -1 I T' I

4. .1 21 11 - OI 1111,.' 31

1 I 11.81 5.91 0.01 64.71 17.61 111744
11.81. 25.01 ' 0.01 18.31 : 20.01

I 1#71 0.81 0.61 9.31 : 2.51

- I r I I I ;II I

UNIVERSITY

J3CHOOLBOARLY

COLUMN, 17 4 22

TOTAL 14.4 3.4 18.6

64 \ 15 . 118 ,

50.8 12.7 100.0,

CHI SQUARE = 40.11981 WITH 15 DEGREES OF FREEDOM SIGNIFICANCE = 0.0004

CRAMER'S V = 6.33665

---ThCONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT = 0.50372

Table 31
Crosstabulation of

Type of Station-By-Formal Agreement

Here again, statistical significance Was recorded. The relationships

which accoulit for the signifiOance are those relationships %Mich might-be _

expected to exist. The only-figure which might be, considered at all

unusual is the relativelirhigh incidence of university stations which have'

contracts, with local school districts.

e

r.



v

-t
,

COUNT
ROW PCT
COL PCT
TOT PCT

TYPESTA ,,/

NETWORK

UNIVERSITY

COMMUNITY

__sgiopL6q4ku

° I

- 28 -

. .Type oyf Station-By-Informal kgreements

INFAUHM

INO YES

1' '10AI
I . Ii --
I 14,
I:- 63.6-
I 15.7 I

I 11.9 I
-

WITH TA.WITH LOC OTHER km
-7-.TE.rLO AL AI., OISTR , -----TOTAV:
20.1 /' 21.1 2.I 23.I

r- -17' -IH,' .., I . -I
2 1 , 1 I 4 I 1 I V22

el r---4.5 I, 10.-2 I- 4;5-1.--1.6.6
6.7 1 20,0 I, 22: I 33.3 1 :

1.7. 4.1 . 0.b1 3.4 I 0.8 I.

v I I

. 'I 26- 7-71-_4-I 3 I -4:- I '1 -I----- 35
I 74.J 2.9 1 866 I 11'.4 I 2.9 I' 29.7
I 29.2, I p3.3 I 600/ I 22.2 I 33.3 1

/I 22.-0 1 Q..8 I _2.5,5 I : 3.4 '1 0.8 I _i_ _,,,,,,,

I I r-7 :-/I-- ,r At...

. I 36 I U I , CO I 6 / I bli It i 44
' J 86.4 1 0.0 1 i 0.0 I 13.6 1 0.0 I; 37.3

I .42.1 I 0.0 I 0.0 I 33.3 I 0.0. I -
I 52.2'1 -,, 0..0-7?-7-0.0 I --.c-5.1 I -0.0-1

4. I t .11 I 0 4 -4. -1 I-
.

...
I

1 I 17
I 64.1 .,I. 0.0 1 5.9. I 23-. '1 5.9 I 14.4 ,

.1 12.4 -77-0- 0-77-29.0-7-1-22.2- I .--33.3-I- '
9.3 1 -,, 0.0 I j.).8 I- 3.4 I' 0.8 I47 1' 7' I I I

t

75.4 "'--7-2:5- .4.2 '' 5i8---- -:---- 2A ----1001.g'--

*Tatle 32 C
. CroS'stabu ation of

Type 'of Station-By-Ynformal Agreements
i

4

COLUMN
TOTAL

a

\

This antalysis yieldedno statistical' signif- icance.

9;

I.
a.

°



- 29 -

Type of Station -By- Agency Funding

AGE.NFUNO
COUNT I ._

140W PCT It) .. Y_E..S NO SWE ROWCOL PCT I
TUT PCT I 1.1

/3.'1 TOTAL
tYPESTA 1 1 -7' I1. I 3 1' 19 ,1 0 1 22NETWO I- 13.-6- -41 .-i. 1 040 I -1-8.6

I 370 8.6 "0.0 II 2.5 b.1 '0.0 I'1. I -

" 2. 1 1 -I --:-.2 lc I- \-5'
I 12.b. I 2b.5 100..1

29/47I 2.9 1 74 3 21.9
I 0.a I 22.0 64.I I-`4 I 7f_____

-3. 1 1 1 , 43' 1 0 , 44
I 2.3 1 97.7 1 0.0 I i37.3-
1 12.5 .1 42.2 .' 1 0.0 I i.,._
I 0.6 I- -36.4 7-1 ---1 0.0 / , ,

4, 1 3 I 14 1 0 1 17bCHOOLHO 1-i0 I 17.b I h2.4 1 OA I _14.4
. I 37..5-17-13.1-1- 0.0 .. I--

1 2.b 1 11.9 1 0.0 I
I I -* - -1 I

cY(nYANT-
8 101 S 118

6.1;f- ' 8b.4 6.7 100.,0'

Table 33
,

re t
, N Crosstabulation of

Type of Station-By-Agencyy.PandIng,*
,

This analysis yielded no statistical significance.

UNIVERS! TY

MUN I T

*Agency with which "agreement" exists.

I

.1\

0

s.
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. Type of Station-By-Per Stude t'Rate

, L,OUNT 1

/140w PCT 50
PCT q55

TUT PCT,
TYPESTA

NETW K

VERS1fY

CuMAUN1TY

T .

4 L .51 TU .., 140
Lot-) ja, 0 ANSWE , p(ilit.

14 I. , e.iii .1 6.1
1` .- 1- - 1 .1

3 -1 . 1 1 t 1744 I 22
3.6 4: 5 I 00 I 77.3' 1 1846 .

341 /16. / 0 I 0.0 I 25.6 I246 u . d ,/ M 04.1) I 14.4 I-,-- 1.4, I' J .- 1

I I / 1 19 I 35
1 1 / ..- .9 1 /50' I 54.3 I 29.7
1 31 0 I 5040 I ' 28.8

1 -
I , 5*

4:1
).d 1 172i 1 16.1

--

, .

,

3 3 1 1
I 0 1

- --
20

-
I 44

.8 I' 6.8 1 0 -1 1549 I 00 I 45.5 I 3743 '
3.c1. I 50. I 1.9 I TO.0 .1 0.0 I 30.4 I?.. J , 2. -1-- 9.3 I 5.9 1- -0.0 I 16.9 .,1

-1-.;i7'

-1
't 2 1

I ., -I---,----1.-------/
1 1 2 1 10 1 17

6CHOOLHOur.41,

4

OTAL

.1/. 1

I

5,.?/4

.5 1 3.3:.3

.?
-I

1./

1

1 1 1148 I 5.9 I' 11.8. I 58.8 I 14.4
19:4 lr 10.5 J0.0--I--6A.0 1 15.2 I
1.7 1

I

, 4.1 0.d I 1.7. I 8.5 I- -- I I I---......-1.1
13 /- 6 . 1.9' 10 ,4 -66 118
.0 5.1 6.1 8.5 3:4 5549 0,100.

Ta le 3
,

qrosst bul ion of
Type of Station-By- eIrStlidentRate

Although this analysis
/

cance ,(probably due to'the h gh number of respondents, not ,

ldd-d no statisitical signifi-

providing adequate informa ion), interesting toonote

that 3 atationes (network, university, and school bpard)
* /

include a wide range of studentifg,eS.,.b However, the community-

based licensees are heavily clustered in the $1.00 to $1.499

rate range.

07/ ,/
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NtWORK
/

V
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9. Type,of Station-B7-Other SourCes'ot Funding

OTHSRSFU, - G'

COUNT 4
kOw PCT NOME, VAFIIOUS, NOLAN5WE.' ,ROW
"COL-PCT i,, ---7 7 --"R --TOTAL-
TOT PCT 4 1.I 2.1 . 3:I-

I I :r *----I
1. 1 10 I 1. 1 0 1 .22 -

) A -45:5 1 .5-7-1' -0:0 1 8.6--
'1 2003 I 20.7 I 0.0 I'

\ .
I 11.5 ,I 10.2

1

0.0, I

I I I' 1
. 'I---17"--1--T 1 -L--i'. 6 %-1-----35---.-

I. .48.6 'It" 3'4. 174, I 29.7,-
T, 35.4 I, 2.0.
A

50.
I14.4 1 40 4).2 - '

...1-... .......... r
i 1- 15 'I 4 '1 44

'COM UNITY. I 34.1 I 9.1 I 37.3
. I I 31.3 I 3.3 I

/------- / I -12:7: -3.4.771.
-T -I

it 1
a 1 17

OL.rARIS, I- 35:3 I .9 8.8! I14.4
---:, ".-- T -12 ,r- 15-.-5--I 6.6 71

C I 5.1 1 - 7.6 1 :7 I
I , - 1 I

uCOLUMN 4,8 b la' 11
TOTAL,- 40:7 2-7" B5

able 35 /
Cros te.bulatiOn of

-Type of atation- y-Other S9urce ot Fundin
/

This analysis yi lded no statisti 1 signific nce.
4%.

Nevertheless, it- 1s interesting to notg the high

unive sity licensees (almost 50/0'whc;/ indicated no other sources

of fnding. This might reflect a level port-for

instructional services which satisfies the expectatidnt of

the station 'management at university stations whereas mange

at other types of stations feels a .neeg to increase support

through other vehicles. Or it g .htreflect the fact that some uniiersity

. .

licensees are prohibited by law or c arter from seeking sources Of funding

outside of the niversit'y.1 It is a topic'whiCh deserves further attention. .

II '38 ,
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Type of Station -By-Timetable for Program
Decisions -

-,. TM TBPC7m
COUNT I

POW PCT INO ANSWE 1-3 :JIOS 4-6 MOS' 7-9 MOS 10 ON MO ROW
-COL PCT IR BEFORE- 5-bEf ORE S 'BEFORE -S-RE-'MOS E-TOTAL'° .
TOT PCT 1 1.I 2.1, 3.1 4.1 5.I

fYWLS1A 1 .
1 ... ' 1 -y . I '' . I I-

1. I 0 1 1 1 14 I 6 ti: 1 1 22
NETWORx : I 11.0.-----1----4--..-5-1---63.6 r- 21'63 I-7 8.6

'- 1 ,^ 0.0 I ' 6.3 4, 20.0 1 28.6 I 25.0.- 3'-
I Peu I 046 1 11.9 1 - 5.1 I 0.4, 1

I . 1 .
I I I -' I

I 13--1
<-

9'- 1 16 I .;"% 3' 1. 2 1---- 35
I 14:3. i -?5.7 1 45.41 - 1 8.6 1 5.7- I 29.7
1 71.4 1 56.3 1 22.9 .1 1,4.3 1 50.0 F'. ...

,
.1 4.2, 1. /.6 1 13.6 I 2.5 . 1, I../ 1. -,,

4
I 7-I-V ' ,'. I 1 " .6 I

,/ '3. 1 2 :1 : 4 1 28- 1' ' 10 1 0 -I . 44
LwomIINLTY "I 4.5 - .1. 9.1 1 63.6 I .022./ I T0.0 I 37.3

1 1 em:o. .1 ' 25.-.iv 1 40.0 I 4(.6 1 0.0 1

r. ° 1 . / 1 3:.4--1' 23.7 I 8.5 1 01,0 1-

1 4 ,1 1

I

1 I

1 '0 i , 2 1 / 12 1 2., 1 4- 1 17

SCHOOL6PA.RD__,_.. I 0.0 1 11.8 1 70.6- I 11.6 'I z, 5.9 . I, 14.4

/ 1 0.9-I-7-12,.5-1-71-7.1 1 -9.5 I' 25.0.-1.-
. v . I 0.0' 1 1./ 1 1.0.2 1 : 1.7:. I 0.8 I

' -I 1 1 J., ' -I - 1 I

-

UNIVR4TTY

COLUMN
JTOTAL
.

-re4

1 ; 16 70 / 21, 4. . 118
5.9 13.6- 59.3 1/.8 -3.4 100.0

Table 36
4 Crosstabulation of
Type of Station-By-Timetable for Program Decisions

/°

This analYsis'iielded no statistical significance.

Although the responses from the four types of stations are

clustered in the category labeled J'4 to .6 months before

'Septembar,"the.university licensees tend to lean more in thee

direction of.l to 3 months before September while ar1 other

licensees lean more in the direction of 7 to 9 monthis before.

/Septembe r. This tendency becomes even more apparent in the
.

next table dealing' with scheduling,

39
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11. Type of, Statio -Sy-Timetable for Scheduling/
'Decisions

.IMTHSCH
COUNT 1

ROW PCT INo ANSwE 1 MOS 4-6 MOS 7-9 MOS 10
COL-PCT IR 8E ORt.--S-d'EFOkE" S-fiEFORE.
TOT PCT I' 1.1 .2.1- - a.1 4.1

TypESTA 1

MO ROW-

5.1
E--TOTAL

I1.
1 I 1 I 14 F I 1 I /22

---11 WORK-

'UNIVERSITY

`t:OMMUNIIY

sploovioApoi

I 4;.5 1 4.5 -1-63.6 I Z277 -1 I-18.6
I 12.5 I 5.9 1 19.2 I 29.4 '1 33.3 I

1; 0.8 1' 0.8 1 11.9 I .4.2 1 0.8 I

- I 1 1 7 I I

I --5--71---10--Tr-.-.16.° I 1 -I 1 1
I 14.3 I 28.6 lf 45.7 I- -8.6 1 2.9, I 29.7
I, 62.5 .I 58.8 I, 21.9 I 1/.6 I 33.'3
I 4,-2 I 8eb I '13:.6 I 2.5 I 0..8_ I

1.; I I-- -=-T "R I
--

3. 1

4 Cg . 9.1 .1 683. 1-. 0.8 f' 37-.3 .

I. 25.0 1 23.5 1 41.1 I 41.1 I' 0'.0 I

I I. 3;4-1-25.4- IV'

4,. 1.
- I

2 .

,

, 13 1 1

I

-4 1 17
I Oct/ I( 11.8 1 76.5 5.9 -1 5.9 I 14.4
I 0.0. 1 11-.8---1-17,8'. I
I 0.0 I-' 1.7 1 11.0 I .0,8 I 0.8 1

.1 I -I
COLUMN

e 8'
17 73 . /17 3 118

TOTAL -100.0

Table 37 /
Crosstabulation 'of ( 4

Type of Station-,By-Tim4able for scheduling Decisions

Although this analysis .yielded novatatialical sigpifi-
,

cance, till university licenseeatend to%make final scheduling

decisions later i(p the'protess'Oune,auly,.or.August) than

do. licensees in the other three categories. This, taken with
- .

-

the tendency to make later programming decisions,and the ladk

of initiative in seeking additional outside funding., suggests
0

-that the .university licensees might have characteristics which
o.

set the aside from the other three types of licensees.

-40-
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012. Type of Stakion-By-Utilization Services,

couNT
,

1

seRvuTiu

ROW PCT IYES ' NO,, , . ROW:
COL -PCT I . IOTA
TOT PCT .I 1.1 : 2.1

TYOESTA I. I 1

1,.' I 19 1 3 1 2
NETWORK' I 86-.-4 .6 118.6

I : 25.1 b.kir 1

''I 16.1 1 l.5 1

1 ' s

.., 2. 1 17 .1---- 18 1-- 35
UNIVERSIT- I 48.b 1 .51.4 1 29.7

1 23.0 1 40.9
1

1.. '
' I 14.4 1 15.3. 1 -,,

-."- I . r=="--=7.1
3. 1 21 1 17' 1 44

UMMUNI1TY 1 -b1.4 . 1 '36.6 .1 37.3
I. .16.5. I 38.64._I
I ??,.9-1--14.4 I /

...I.,,_..., r . I-

i' 4. 1 11 1 ti '1 17
SCHOOLHOA141.L.4_ -.1. (it.4 1 .n:g..4 ,,,,,,

. 1 .4:3 1. 5.1 1 ,,.

-- L.OLOMN 74
I -

- -44
-1 i-

, 1.8 N
- 1

TOTAL 62.7

a

-

II

37.3 10 :0

011.SOUARe'= .
'6.3182 WIt 3

cHAmf.los = 0.2651;2

,

OF FPEEOOM

Ta le 3$
/ Cr.osst bulation of
Type of Station-/By-Utilization Services

2

51e7NIFICANCE = 0.0399-

ry

This analysks yielded statistical significance. The

differences bqtween the network and university licensees 'seem to
e

Account far that difference. Nine out of ten network licensees

provide utilLzation servkces whereas fewer than 5 put of 10

of the university licensees provide such services. However, the

V score indicates that the relAtion.shi,p is notparticularly

strong.



TYPESTA

NETWORK

13. Type of Station-By-Printed Materiali

SFkVPWNT
COUNT I

NOW PCT IVES NO ROW
COL PCT I TOTAL
TOT PCT 1

I

1.1 ?.1
.P. -1 . 1

.

1. I 21 1 1 1 22
I 95.5 --r---475 1--18.6-
1 22.6 1 4.0 1

I 17.b vI . 0. 1

T I I
2. I 17 -I- ---1 tf.3-1--- 35:

UNNERSTrY I 4H..b 1 51.4 1 29.7
I 18.3 I 72.0 1

I 144 1 lb.3 i

- 7 17-- 1
3. 1 1 . s 1 44 ,

COMMUNITY ' I .6 I 110.4 1 37.J
41.9 2.0 1

....._

' I 33.1 1---4":2-1---
. T I 1

4. 16 I ., I 1 17 .

_scH000q04Ds 1 94.1 k, b.9 1 14.4,
I 17. 1 4.0 i

I 13.6- 1 0.8 1

1
'N

...

COLUMN 93
1

TOTAL .78.R .1S
1

1----106.g
.

ElilL °°5 V
27.14611 WIIM 3146RE6. OF FREEDOM SIGNIFICANCE = 0.0000
0.04491

,CONTINGENCY N .4363e

11.

Table 39
Crosstabulation,of

Type of Station -By- Printed Materials

This analysis also yielded statistical' significance.

Again, the university licensees were responsible for the

differences. Only 5 out of 10 university.lrcensees prov4de

printed materials for the instructional program. Approximately

9 out', f 10 other licensees proliide such services.

42
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NETWORK

- 36 -

14. Type of Station-B ?ehnical Maintenance
Services

_ SFRVTKmN
COUNT I N.

ROW PC1 1YES NO ciow
COL PCT TOTAL
TOT PCT 1 1.1 2.1

UNIVEWSITY

COMMUNITY

SCHOOL6OARp.

r.

3.

4.

COL11m14
TOTAL

2 1

1

2V
I

2a
-9; 1- 1 -90.9-1 18.h.
7.7 1 11.7 1 .

1./ 1 lb.9 1

,- l'a. 1

3 1 1.-- 35
ho, 1 9 .29./

11.', 1,, 34-.8
2..5 L ?4.1

le .1
1

?
1

i

1.4?7.3 72.7 343
0).1 I 34.8 4

10.2 -1 --?7.1-.1 .

1 1
9 1 R 1 17

52.9 1 47.1' 1 14.4
34.67-1- 67 1-
7.6 I%-- p.8 ,I
4- 1 .1. 1.
?ob 92 11A

22.'0 ,78.Q 100.P

CHI WARE = 15:493t15 WITH 3 0E6PEES 01. FRELOOH S!bJIFICANCE
tWAMEF05\-V = 0.311A16

Table 40
. Crosstabulation of

Type of'Station-By-Technical Maintenance Services

This analysis yielded statistical significance. In

this instance, the large number of school board licensees

providing technical maintenance services accounts for the '

difference. However, thqrstrength of the relationship is

only moderate.
t

43
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, 15. Type of Station-By-Technical Consultation
Services

SERVIKCN
COUNT 1

COt
wcT IVES .

NO ROW

TUT PCT i 1.1
Tot/_PCT

.

TYeLSTA I 1

?.1

1. 4 -17 1 5 1 22
NETWORK

I

I 77.3 1- 22.--/-4--18.6

1 14.4 1 .14.2 1

IP. 7 19 I \1b 35

J
UNIVERS7TY I 54..3 1 4:7 1 29.7

I P3. .5 I 4.J.2 1

1 lb.1 1 13.6 1

T 1 I

'i. 1 31 1

OmMONITY
13 1 44

L 1 /0.5 1 29..6 L ( 3/..i
I 38../ L 35.1 1

1 26.3 I 11.0 1-1- 1. I

I 3 1' 17'
I 1(.6 1 Ii.t.4

-44 I 14
SCHUOIAOAND 'A ti?.4

11:3 r N-
COLum

I

il 81 31 118
TOTAL 68.6 '31.4 100.0

Table 41
rosstabUlation of

Type of Station-By-Technical Cpnsultation Services

This analysis yielded no statistical signifiAnce. It

is interesting' to note, however, that the category of licensee

providing the fewest consultation services is the university

licensee.

rl
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17. Agreements -By -Prime FundingSource

PRIMFUSC
COUNT I

WOW PCT INI) ANSWE LEGISLAT STATE UO LO: AL Sc
'CUL PCT IR ,-URE -E HOOLS-
TUT PCT 1 .1.I '2.1 3.1 4.

AGWMNTS 1 1 1 I ,

14. r 2 I 0 i 0 I 0 1

--110-7" I -IT :3 -1------0-.0-,---1 0.0 1 0 :0 1
I 100,0 I 0.0 1 0.0 1 0.0
L.', 1rt 1 0.0 i J.A1 1 0.0.- I

-,!1'. 1- J 1 1 1

20. Yl
.0

I . 0 1 1 I '. 1 1

YES. T 0.0 I 0.0 1 33:3 I 33.3 I

0..0 ..I , 0.0 i 4.0 1 e.2 1

1 0.0 1 0.0 1 u.m 1 0.6 I

I - -= -I 1 I
21., I 0 1 1 1 4 1 40

YES.LOCAL DISTRT-11 0.0 1 1.b i b.5 1 64.5 1.

I 0.0 1 1 e.5 i ib.li I 6/.0
I 0.0 I 0.m I 3.4 I 33.9 I

I 1 1 1

'4.
0 1 7 1 17 1 2

YES.STATC.LOCAL 1 0.0 1 ?3.3 1 15b.7 I 6.1
I 0.0' 1 m7.5 -1 bm.0 1 4.3
I 0.1. 1 5.9 1 14.4 1 1.7

,
T 1 ''t I -

21. T ,) I 0 I 3 '1 .3

Yt5,010ER
.

u. f 0. 1 0.0 1 17.6 I 1/.6
1 0.0 i 0.;0 -1 1e.0 1 h.',

I . 004 1 u.0 1 e.`) 1 2.5
I 1

, 1 - I -- -A

COLUMN 2 a 25 46'

TOTAL 1.7 h.t1 e1.2 39.0

WEUIONALUNIVERSI
AUENCIE

I 7.1
TY

5.

0 I. : 4 I

0.0 1 66.7 I

I 0.0 1, 13.3 I

0.0 1 3.4 I
- . I I

1 1 0 I
33.3 1 0.0 1

14.3 1 .o.o 1

0.P 1 , ":0:-- -

1 I I
I 4 I 13 I

'6.5 I A.0 1

I 57.1 I 43....$ I

3.4. I 11.0 I

1-7.21 I- I

z '!.> 4 .
- 04.'u.""4,3.4 i

I '0.0 1 11'44 1

III\ 0.0 1 .3,4 . 1

1 I

1. 2 I 9
.

I 11.8 I 52.9 ,

1 28./3 1 30.0 I

1 ).7/ I f.b I
i I t - -1

7 30
5,09 25.4

WOW
-TOTAL'-TOTAL'

6
5.1

3
2.5

52.5

30
25.4 1.

17
14.4

118
100-.0

c,si SOHAPF = 1? 1.161h1 w1TH 20 uEt2tFii (0. 1.14FhuOm . sl6NTFICANCE = 0.0

conmu%.,.: v = ; n,'-,..,,
,

. ,Table 42.
Crosstabulatiop of ,

Agreements -By -Prime Funding Source

'This analysis yielded statistical significance. However,-

all of the relationships were to be expected. For instance,

it is expected that licensees which derive primary funding from

local schools also have agreements with the docal school dis-

tricts. Those which derive primary funding from the state

department of education also Have agreements with that agend'Y-

4 5
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18. Agreements-By-Utilization Services

AGPMN TS

NO

sEqvul i L
COUNT t ,

ROW PCT TYFA NO ROW
COL PCT 1 TOTAL
TOT -PCT. I 1.4 P.1

1 I
10.

I

1 1 5 1 6..__
1 16.*7, I 1.1.43 I 5. 1
1 1.4 I 11.* I
I Oil I 4.4e I

I 1

20. 1 3 I: .0
..

I.' 3.-
YtS 'T 100.0 I 0.01 1 , 2.5

I 4.1 1 0.0' 1

I 24. ' 1 0.0_ I--
I Tzt: ..,sid

21. I NI 40 1
" 22 1 62

YES,LOCAL DISTRI I '' 64.b I 35.5 PI 52.b
1 54.1 I 50.0 I
1 33.9-7:7-180'6-'-1---- -"--
1 1 1

?2. I 2U . I '10 1 0
1 66.7 1 33.3 I 2.S..4
T 27..0 I d2.-7-I--
I* 16.9. 1 8.5 I

' v
A, I

I2 I 10 7' I 17
I 58.8-1 --4-1-.2 -I-7.- 14.4--YES-OP-TR
1 13.5 I 15.9 . 1

--...._, 1 5..5 I 5.9 1

YES,STATE4LOCAI-

I I I

74COLUMN "44' --ris---
ITOTAL 62. 37.3 100.0

Table 43
L'I

Crosstabulation of
Agreements-By-Utilization Services

a

This analysis yielded no statistical significance.

. 46
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r qr

AGRMNTS

kta

A

19. Agreemenis-By-Printed Materials

cant,
POW PCT

I

, COL PCT
TOT PCT

10.v

NO

d

0 20.
YES

,

YES, LOCAL DISTRI

22.

, YES, STATE + LOCAL

23.

YES, OTHER

COLUMN
TOTAL

SERVPRNT
I

, IYES
I

x

NO ROW
TOTAL

I f 1.I 2.1

I ,_ I I

I. 3 1 3 1
,

..I 50.0 I 50.0 I 5.1

I 3.2 I 3.2 I
2.5 I 2.5 I

I I

I I 43 I 10 1 3

, I .100.0 I 0.0 I 2.5

I . .3.2 I 0.0 I

: 2.5 I. 0.0 I .

-I
I

I I

53 I 9 I . 62
I 85.5 I ' 14.5 I 52.5

I 57.0 I' 36.45 1

1 44.9 1 7.6 I

* -I I - - - , I

I 23 I 7 I 30

I 76.7 I 23:3 I 25,4

I 24.7 I 28.0 I

I 19.5 5.9
I I 1

1 11 1 6 I 17

I 64.7 I " 35.3 I 14.4

1 11.8 1 24.0 1 ...

I 9.13 1 5.1 I

-I I ,I

93 25 118
78.8 21.2 100.0

Table 44
Crosstabulation of

Agreements-By-Printed Materials

This aftalysis yielded no statistical significance.

,

47.
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20.I Percentage of"Station Budg t=By-Type of Statipn

a

14

) .11P1

I
1

f ' Nf ETt /QLIPI f .11,1V. t103tz.1 COmmONIT S.! CHOO.L80,
.
40l

( L 1.C.I _ . f y_._ _ _ ______Y

tf.)-f ( 1 -. I 1 ? 1
.(STA.t34.),, 1 I

I . 6 1 . 15 1

1 10 24PC 15.0 1 37.5 1

-42.g:27...3 1 ---1
. ,,1 1 12. /. 1

. I 1

4 ..1 .10... .1.

25 h 14,3 t 35.7 1

-18.2 _ 1 28.6 i
3.4 1, 8.5 1

.. ,.. . 1 1

,. 4 1 1 ..I

To 74PC1. 36.4 1 9.) A

75 TO 100PCT.

NO ANWdEP

ILA

.1

I'1 T'.1

18.2 ! P:9 1

.).'t . 1 0.8_ 1

1 1

3 1 0 ;1
30.0 1 . 0.1, it
13,6. __.1 . .0.0.__H....
2. 1 1" 0.0 i

5 1 ' 1

I .- 1

17.2 i _ 31.u_ ..t.
22.7 t 25.7 i

4.2 1 7.0 1

1 1

22 ..... . _ . -35. .

.6 7

. -. . Arn.)........ ...:_.TOTAL
. 3.1 :P."

I 116 J 1. I -. 40
45.0 / 24 .1 33.9

'40/.9 1 5.9 .1f,

15.3.
1

0.8-
I-

I
I

' 9 .1 5. I-
23.7

28
321 I 17.9 I 23.7
20.5 I 29.4 I

7.(1- I 4.2 I
I I

4 1 2 Is 11
36.4 I ,18.2 1 9.3
9:1 I 11.8 I
'3.4 r 1.7 1 .

-- 4- 1 I
3 I '4 r 10

30.0 I 40.0 1 8.5
6.8 1 23.5 . I_. -

2..5 ..1 .3.4 I

.- 10 .i
I

29
I

5 I
34.5 1 17. '1..24.6
22.7 1 29.4
8.5 I- 4.2 1

, 1 ' I
44 17. *..... 11829.(10.031.-i 14.4 10

Table 45

drosstabulation of
Percentage'of Station Budget -By -Type of Station'

This analysis yielded no statistical significance; However, it is

interesting to note that approximately thesame percentage (25%) of

respondents at each type of station Was unable to provide the budget

information in response to this questipn.

48,,
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21. Percenta .e of Station Budget.=By-Per Student Rate '

P STRT
COUNT. I

ROW PCT I .5 OR L .51 to . 37.00 TO

COL PCT I ESS ,99 1.49

. TOT PCT I 1.1 ' 2.1 3.1

PCSTABDG I I I I

1 TO 24 KT..
1. I 4 1 2 1 10 I

I 0.0 'il 5.0 1 25.9 I

I 0%8 1 33.3 I 52.6 I

/ 3.4 I 1.7 I 8.5, I

I- - I
.

I - I

,.2. _I 5 1101. 41
25 TO 4'9 PCT. I 18

.9

I 0.0 I 14.3 '1

I 3 .5 I 0.0 I 21.1 I

I 4.2 I 0.0 I 3.4' I

I 1- I I I

3. I 1 I 0 I 3 1

50 TO 74 PCT. I 9.1 I 0.0 I 27.3 I

_,... I' 7.7 I 0.0 I 15.8 1

1 0.8 I 0.0 I 2.5 I

-I 1 - *1 \ I

4. 1 1 1- 0 I 0 I

75 TO lop PCT. I . 10,0 I 0.0 I 0,0 I

I .7.7 I 0.0 I 0.0 I

I' 0.8 I 0.0 I 0.0 I

1 I 1 I

.5- 1 2 I 4 1 2 I

NO ANSWER 1 6.9 I 13.8 I 6.9 I

I 15.4 I 66.7 I 10.5- I

N '1 1.7 I 3.4 I 1.7 I

1 I I I

COLUMN 13 '6 19

TOTAL 11.0 5.1 16.1

I

.

1.50 TO 2.00 OR NO ANSWE
1.99 MORE R

4.1 5.1 6.1

I I I

4 I 1 I 19 I

10.0 I. , 2.5 1 47.5 I
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-3-747--r..---cr'."8--.1 16:1 I
I I I I`

31 11151 28

10.7 I, 3.6 1 53.6 I 23.7

30.0 I -25.0. I 22.7 I
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..., I I I

1 1 1 1 5 1 11
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I
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1 I

0 I o I 9' I 10

0.0 I 0,0 I 90.0 1. 8.5
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0.0 I 0.0 I 7.6 I

I 1 I \

2 'I 1' I lep I 29

6.9 I 3.4 I 62.1 I 246
200 I 25.0 I 27.3 I

1.7 I 0.8 I L5.3,1

T I I

lo 4 ,. 66 118

8.5 .3.4 55.9 100.0

Table 46

Crosstabulation of
Percentage. .of Station Budget7By-Per. Student Rate

This analysis yielded no statistical significance. It seems to indicate

that there is.no direct elationship bAween how much a station spehds on

0

instractional.programming and the rate charged to conhtituent schools.

O

49

-

a



43.1-

,,

22. Prime Funding "Source-pi-Pef Student 'Bate
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1
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e.
-,...) 1 U..4) 1 1.7,. 4 ,_u.0 I 0.0 , 4.e 1.

. 1 1
;

i r: i- - 2 1 (. i 1- I 2' I , 1'4 .30
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1 25.4
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Tabre47 7,
Crosstabulatiot of

Prime Ptitding Source-By-Per Student !fate

This analysis yielded no
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23. Prime Funding Soul-de-By-Type of Station
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Table 48
.

, Cro8stabulation f
Prime Funding Source-By-Ty,,e of Station

4

This analysis yield statis
il

sig

I be expected. For instance, univer-"41

the relationships were

si.ty stationGs might .have been expectId to

ficazjce. However,'

receive the bulk

of their funding from a university budget. Comintin ty stations

;night be expected to receLve most of heir funds f

tional,services from the local schoo s. Network stations might

be expected to receive most of their funding frolii the le 'ala-

ture or the state department of education.
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4
TYPES I A

COUNT I
ROW PCT INETWORK

PCT I
TUT PCT I I

SCSCHDCS
'1. I 10

1.
I

FIELD- CWSULTALI
45.5I

r-
I

-I 8.5 I

A MINISTRAT I 17:f. I
NN I .54.5 I

I 10.G

3 .
NO ANSWER

. I I
0.0

1 0.0 II,
COLUMN

1.8.b
ee

TOTAL 8..es

;
t..R$J1 COM_KUN. I T -SCHOOL:80 ROW

? ; ART-- ---TOTAL-\ 2.1 3.1 4. I
1 . ..-I

, \ 12 '1 I
19 5 1

--, 2-6.1 -I- 41.3 I 10.9 4
31.3 1 43.2 I 2/.4 'I

\1 .2 1 16.1 . 4 I'..2
7 1 -as-

I
r 12- . 'TV

0,).0 I 35.7 I 1 (.1 ,- I 59.3
A 600 1 56.8 I 7 0.6 I

\t_

46
39.0

.1 21.2 I 10..2 I
-I

100. 1 0.8 I 0.0. 1S.T. I/ 0.0 I 0.0
I

35 44 17 I 118
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-113

.- - -

Table 49
Cross tabulation of .

e of Station-BySoprce of Scheduling Decisions

For the urposes of this, analysis,. the sources of scheduling decisions

4X'
were identif'ieci.as those involving field consultation (egg, advisory com-

/

,mitteesand combined, sources of inpu) and. t ose which represented primarily

administrative decisions 6i-4:- station person \01,. state department of

0

educat on personnely. The bpalysis'yielded no statistical significance.
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Type of Station -By- Source of Programming, Decisions
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43

- 1 I
TOTA-- -18- 29r- -37.. ._ ---144.4- 10P.0:

CHI SO
CRAMER

4

ARE = \ 13.38792 W 1 Th . 6 UE.L7NE.Eg OF F KE.E.U-UM

5. V = ' 0.23818'

Table 50

/ Crossta ulation of
Type of Station-By-Sodrc of Programming Decisions

e.

SIGNIFICANCE .= 0.0373

For the purpose of this analysts, the sources of programming decisions:

were identified as thoire involving field consultation (e.g. advisory com-
.

mittees, combined sources of in ut) and those which represented primarily

administrative decisions (e:g. s atiOd perbonnel, state department of

education pe sonnel).. Unlike the preceding analysis, this crosstabulation

yielded itti ticalssig4ficance. Although the numbers in the cells are

low, the only licensees which indicated one-sided administrative decisions

regarding progr coming were network and university licensees.

This is a qurtion which deserves further attention. Nevertheless, it

is clear that the overwhelming majority of each type. of licensee relies

'heavily on input:from users in making programming decisions.
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III. CONCLUSIONS AND.RECOMMENDATIONS

rrr

It was mentioned in the Introduction that'this is viewed aaan initial

study of instructional televisiOn'serviceg in the United States: As such, it

might raise many questions. If such is the ease; it is hoped that in raising

the questions the data reported herein will a;ao provide direction for future.

studies which might, seek answers for those questio ns.

One hundred fortyone licensees were contacted, Ugable reapoffsea were

obtained from-12& licensees (90). Ten of the usable.responses (7%) were from

stations which -do not provide ITV piogramming. ',The remaining stations (118)
. ,

made up the population of this, study.

Most (99%) provide programming for 'grade levels K-12. Some (48%) provide

college level programs in addition to K-12 programs. Only a few indicated th0 at

their programming was aimed at a grade level span of less than K-12.

All Of the respodbn'ti Provide some additional services besides broadcast-',

6 ,-

Ing the instructional programs. Most (79%) provide printed materials for.the

seHTs which they broadcast. 'A large number (63%) provide utilization services

and technical consultation ,(69%). A few (22%) provide technical maintenance

services.' Several (32%) Make programs available in alternatiire formats .

4

(cassettee,,films, etc.).

The majority of the licensees provide KL12 pro'gramming and reach but to

a variety of sources for programs. Ninety-one percent use PBS programs.

Ninety-eight percent use other sources such as Agency for Instructional'

Television,'Oreat Plains National and regional network sources.

5/t
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4

The liCensees' relationships with the schools'Which they,serve

somewhat probcribed by the type of stations which they are and their primary'

0

,sources of funding. As Might be expected, community-based licensees /are

deeply involved with/the schools and receive a major portion of'their funding
Fl

from the schools,.. iversity-based licensees/receive less of their operating
/

'budget from theInstructionalprogramming which they provide to the schools',

and, therefore,/tend to:provide fewer additional services to the schools. In

this studY, . sta wereitoo,scattered to determine patterns in the relationships.

Howeyer, tuchi patternp might become a topic for additional study.

Most of the licensees (86%) operalte under legislativemandate-or formal

agreements' with the schools. Only 25% have informal/agreements lrithtte

schools (some in addition to formal agreeffients). .

Mort a.n half of the licensees do. not charge'Per student rates" or "blicensees
t

failed/to reportihat -those rates ate.` .

he licensees indicate, a wide range, of involvement by schoolpersonnel

, in programaelecti and a substantial but somewhat lowell involvement in

scheduling decisio s." Programming and scheduling decisimis at most ,station

are made Lhetween March and May.
=

Cross tabulation analyses indicated that university licensees Might have

'ciaract ristics which make them uniquely different from tile other types of

licengte Those differences are manifest in a'lower incidence of outside

support ipr instructional programming, later decisions relative to program

selection,and scheduling, and a tendency to provide fewer "additional"

services. University licensee t 1:end -to rely more on nbn -PBS sources

than do other types pf licenseep.

5 '5
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Pe?haps more important than the facts learned in this. study ii the

experience gained with the methodology. Future studies canbenefit greatly

.

from'these experiences.

This study has.shown that a periodic pational study of the status of

instructional.televift4 services in the United States is feasible. Future studies

must incorporate the following important change: terminology must be
/
CTbar.

Tefinitiohs must include at least the following terthbr agreements (What are

the,paraketers for formal and informal. agrmenti? Toes legislation auto-v

vathcally,imply agreement? .Does agreerilent with the state department of

'education automatically imply agreement. with local school districts?), school

districts and buildings (Only ptiMiic schools or private and parochial schools
- W

also? How are educational "campuses" interpreted?), primary funding source

(What are. the criteria for making determinations?), persons involved in
a

addltional services (Only the on the payroll of the lidenseet Rill time or

pqrt time?), percentage of station budget (What criteria for computing?),

source of...programming (Distiibutor? 'Producer?). ,

eased on the findingsand interpretatiOnd'in this study, the following,

recommendations are' made: 4110

1: A Igvey such as this should be conducted on a. bi-annual basis. Use

of a standard format will permit the development of a longitudinal

data bank. In future years, a mail survey will probably suffice;
.

with 13,elephone follow up only to, those licensees who do not respond-

within three weeks.

2. Future studies (such as this and others) should include questions

which examine crucial issues concerning instructional television.

4
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For instance,
4(

-What impact is 'inoiructional television (utilization) having in clasfrooms?

-Are the services provided tied to the number of students served?
. .

-Should PBS/CPB assist in identifying and providing liaison with.other sources
of pfogramming? If so, how?

-Wow important are the "additional services" provided by the licensees?

-'What determines the number of personnel providing additional services?'

-What impact is new technology (e.g.CATV, ITFS, cassettes) having on the
services provided by the licensees?

3. Further studies should probe the apparent, differences between university

licensees and the other types. Are the differences real? What are the

implications for instructional programming? What impact dbes this have on

the schools being served?

4. This study should be shared with station management, scbool administrators,

education department personnel and other interested parties. .Their input for

the design of future studies should be sought systematically.

57
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APPENDIX A

SAMPLE QUESTIONNAIRE
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PuElIto Yee

r,AV not. :,0;)1Y .)rfltiS017,,t0 Your Sitt
,tion, or cover your situation adequAtely. Hopefully, you can
i-elp us (:.4 1-..-nr; ary imoreci In 1-Witior, we don't
w;,,It to Oennn6 too much of"yc,ur araf! effort. So, f l t'anc ial

!'nta coil I ^ cr,tinates to thc. nearest S1000, and answers to
quw.itio7. 11 and 15b should.be'the nost precise, estimates
yOL c;:ri ethout'puttinz in a great deal of tine and

.
Is your station providing programming that-is meant to
he used in .the classroom? (check 'one answer)_

( ) A yes, service for X-12 grades
( ) B --ayes; K-12 and higher levels

'( ) C -- yes, only above grade 12
( ) -- no (do, r(ot continue wiAll the questtons

if Yicu do not orovide any ,such services)

***THE REST OF THE QUESTIONS REFER ONLY TO K-12 SERVICES * **
4

2l'What is the source of these programs?

( ) A -- solely PRS material
( )'B -- PBS material and material frOm other sources
( ) C -- onlynon-PBS material

If (h) or (c), please identify your non-PBS programming -
sources.

3. Are you providing classroom programs in a format other
than open-circuit broadcast? (E.g., film, cassette, JTFS)

) No
( ) Yes -- please explain

4. You said Ahat your station Ads provide programming that
is meant for classroom use. Are there either formal or
informal 'agreements about this programming service be-
tween the station and any agencies.that administer or
support the schools?

1 ( ) No (skip to question #10)
( ) Yes , .

If Yes, what kind of agencies are they? (F.R., a single
schOO1 district.'multinle school districts, state- agencies,
Individual schools) Use,the back of this sheet if needed.
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5. Is there .any forral a,,,-,c;71,:rt, like a contract, with
any such agency? Or do you operate under a state or
local law?

( ) No -- skip'to.question #7
( ) Yes

11 yes, please describe each of these relationships.
te

Ga. How many school diStricts do you serve under all such,

sagreements?:.

I?
How many schools and students does this include?

schools
students

c. Which grade levels are covered by such agreeMents?

7. Do f rm agreements exii't with.any educational agency,
like verbs agreements or Lnfo'rmal requests for PrOgrams?

( ) No -- skip to question #9
( ) Yes

1f yes, please describe each of these inf al

relationships.

O

4
fia. How many school .disfrrets' are--under- any informal agreement?,
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b. HoW,many schools and students does.thIs Include?

-schools
students

c. Which grade levels arp Covered by informal ag wits?

9. DoeS the agency (agencie s) discussed In questions 548
orovidd fending for*your.statten's classroom service?

( ) No -- skip to question #10
( ) Yes

2. If 'es, what is the amount? 0

I there is a per-student rate,.what is it?

- c. If not, how, is the amount of fundi ng, determined?

10. Are there any other, sources of funds for support of your
service to the schools?

StatiOn dollars ('amount)
4

Outside dollari (amounts and sources)

. 11. Roughly, what percentagd of all statid; oeeratiqg
'funds Is represented by the total blidgetwfor your
service to the. schools?

,

61
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12. 'How does your statjori, decide which.programrling will
be a part of your/service to the-schools? 'Please IdemtPfy
the roles 2that'various,R-roups play (e.g., curriculum
committees, advisory groups, teacher evaluations, etc.),
and be as descriptive as possible..

13. Who determines the placement of classrOm programs1'
vithin the broadcast schedule? How is,thii done?

,

14. When are these decisions made?

fr-

15. Are there any of the following additional servioes prop
vided to schools along with your classroom programs?

a. utilization personndl? ( ) Yes ( ) No
If yes (I) how many personnel?

(ii) who provides the funds?

b. print materials? ( ) Yes( ) No
if yes (1) for about how many different program series

per year? 0.

(11)'who provides the funds?.

c. technical maintenance? ) Yes ( ).Ro
if yes, (i) number of pedple on maintenance staff

(11) Who provides the funds?
J

d. technical consultation? ( ) Yes (0 No
If yes, ( °i) number-of people involved

(ii) who provides the funds?
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APPENDIX B

LICENSEE INCLUDED IN DATA ANALYSES,
(Alp betically by

\
State)
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TYPE LICENSEE

Network ALABAMA LTV
University XUAC-FAIRITANKS-----
University KAET TEMPE ARIZ
University KUAT TUCSON ARIZ
Network ARKANSAS ETV

-KEET" EUREKA CAC
ESImineinft KCET LOS ANGELS. CAL
School Board KLCS LOS ANGELS CAL
Community KI_XE_REDDING_ CAL
Community -RVIE SACRAMENTO CAL
University K VCR SN bERNDNQ CAL
University KPBS SN DIEGO CAL
Community _KOED _SN__ERNCSCO.
School Board KTEM SAN JOSE CAL
Sclutol Board KRMA DENVER COL
University KTSC PUEdLO COL
Network _CONNECTICUT_ ETV
University WUFT. GNSVL FLA
Community WJCT JKSNVL FLA,
School Board WTHS-WSLC MIAMI
Community WMFE_ ORLANDO _

Community WEDU TAMPA FLA
University W'GI V ATHENS GA
Network 'EORGIA ETV .

School *Board WETV ATLANTA GA _ ....

Network HAWAII ETV
KAID BOISE ID'UniversitY KU LD MOSCOW IDuninig 14 KbGL POCATLO ID _

UtWertity. WSIU-WUSI CRBNDL IL
Community .WTTW CHICAGO IL
University WILL OF ANA IL' .

0:immunity WNIN EVANSVILL IND
University WVVT VINCENNES IND.
Network IOWA ETV °

Community KPTS WICHITA KAN
Network KENTUCKY. ETV

Neenhoork
l Board WMAICKPE

L
LowTV syILLE KY

two , N
Netwbrk MARYLAND ETV ..

Uiiversity `0'IVC ALLNDLf MICH
Communim WTVS DLTROI-T MICH
University WNPB MARQUETTE MICH
University WCMU MT PLEASANT MICH
University WUCM UNIV CTR MICH
Community KWCMp4PPLETON MINN
School Bo rd KAVICAUSTIN MINN
Community WOSE DULUTH MINN.
Community KTCA-KICI ST PAUL MN
Community KCPI KANSAS CTY 14100
Community KETC ST- LOUIS MO
School BogOd KLVA LAS VEGAS NEV....
Network -, NEW HAMPSHIRE ETV

.

School Board
Network
Network
University
Network
University
University
University.
Univerdity
University
University
Community

4

TYPE

Network
University
School. Board

. Community.
Community
Community .-

Community"
Community
Community
Community
Community
School Board
CommUnity
University
UftiVersity
Community
Community
University
Network
Sihool Board
Uniyersity
Community
Network:
Network
Community
Comdnnity
Community

.Community
Community
Community
University
Network.
Network
Univrsity

-

NetwOrk,
Network '

Community
School Board
Community
Community
Community
University
University .

Network
Community
Community
School Board..
Commnnity
comminity

:.--ggANgrigKrd
-= School Board

School Board

KYVE YAKIMA WASH
WSWP-BECKLEY-W VA
WMuL,HUNTINGTON W VA
wwVU,MURGANTOWN W VA
WPNE GREEN BAY wISC___
WHA MADISON W1SC
WAVS-NMVP MLWKEE WIS
KCSM SANMATEO CALIF
KIXT LUBBOCK TEA__
KbY0 PkOVO UtAH
WTIW bLOOMIN6TON IND
ONIT ELKHART TM)

LICENSEe'

NEW JERSEY ETV
KNME ALBUOULRQUE Nw
WNYE BROOKLYN NY
WNEQ BUFFALO NY
WSKG BINGHAMTON NY
WL1W-ARUEN-CITY NY
WCNY LIVERPOOL NY
WNET NEW YORK NY
WXXI R0C4ESTER NY
WMHT-SCHENECTADY'NY
WMPE-WNP1 W#TPTWN NY
WTVI CHARLOTTE NC
NORTH DAKOTA ETV
WOWATHENS-OMIO
WBG BOWLING GRN 0H
WCET CINCINNATI 'OH 0 .

WVI2 CLEVELAND OHIO
WOSU COLUMBUS-OHIO
WNEO KENT OHIO
WGSF NEWARK OHIO
WMUB OXFORD OHIO
WGTE- TOLEDO OHIO
KOKH-KETA OKLAHOMA
OREGON ETV
WLVT BETHLEHEM PA
WOLW ERIE PA
WITF HERSHEY. PA'
WHYY PHILADELPHIA PA
WQED PITTSBURGH PA
WVIA PITTSTON PA'
WPSX ST COLLEGE PA
.W.SBE PROVIDENCE, R I

SOUTH CAROLINA ETV
KESD BROOKINGS SD
WTCI CHATTANOOGA TEN
'WSJKIKNOXVILLE TENN.
1,1KNO MEMPHIS TENN
WOCNNASAVILLE TENN
KLRN AUSFhN TEX
KEDT CORPUS. CPSTITA
KERA DALLAS- TEX
KUHT HOUSTON, TEX u

KUED SLT'LK CTY UTAH'
VERMONT ETV,
WNVT ANNANDALE VA
WVPT HARRISONBURG VA
WARD NORFOLK VA
WCVE-WCVN RICHMND VA
WIIRA-WSVN ROANOK$5 VA
KCTS SEATTLE

KPEC TCMA-LKLO-AvASH.
KIPS TACOMA WASH
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LICIOISEE,S WHO DISTRIBUTE IN OTHER FORMATS
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The question vas, raised concerning alternktive means of distributing

a

ITV programs. The information' provided below indicates that a-tixeable

number of licensees are becoming involved' at least in somel.li.mit0 way,

in alternative distribution formats.

g

Cassette

1,1gensee

Maryland ETV

New Jersey ETV

WSJK-Knoxvill .Tedn.

WPNE-Green y, Wise.

_JO-MA-Denver, Co1O.

WETV-Atlanta; Ga.

KAVT-Austin, Minn.

KLVX-Las Veas, Nev.

WN?E- Brooklyn, N:Y.

WM-Charlotte, N.C.,

KPEC-Lakeland, Wash.

WCMU -Mt. Pleasant, Mich.

KETC-St. Louis, Mo. A

WBGU-Bowling Green, Ohio

WHA -Madison, Wisc.

WOUB -Athens, Ohio

WPSX-St. Pa.

WWVU-Morgantown, W.Va.

Type

Network

Network

Network

Network

School Board

School BOard

School Board

School Board

School Board

Schoolboard

School Board--

University'

University

University

Ainlvertity

University.

University

University-



Licensee T'ne

,WCT.7.Jacksonville, Fla. Community

Community

WCET -Cincinnati, Ohio Community

WVIZ -Cleveland, Ohio Community

WLVT-BethleheT, Pa. J Community

WQLN.dErie; Pa. Community

WNVT -Annandale, Va.

WVPT-Harrisonburgi Va.

WMFE-Orlanda, Fla.
r

KETC-St. Louis, Mo.

Community

Community

B. Electronic Distribution (CATV and/or ITFS)

Licensee

Oregon.Eli-

WTHS-Miami, Fla.

KSPS-Spokane, Wadh.

KTPS-Tacoma, Wash.
. .

WILL-Urbana,-Ill.

KLRN-Austin, Tex-

WCVE-Richmond,

WIZ- Cleveland, Ohio

C. Combinations ol.Alternative\Distribution

Licensee

Network

School Board'

SChool Boai-dT

School Board

University

Community

Community

Community

87 South Carolina ETV Netwo

24 Georgia ETV. Network

3 KAET-Tempe, Ariz. Alniversity
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